Divination as Warfare:The Use of Divination Across Borders by Stökl, Jonathan
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
King’s Research Portal 
 
Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record
Link to publication record in King's Research Portal
Citation for published version (APA):
Stökl, J. (2014). Divination as Warfare: The Use of Divination Across Borders. In A. Lenzi, & J. Stökl (Eds.),
Divination, Politics and Ancient Near Eastern Empires. (pp. 46-63). (Ancient Near East Monographs; Vol. 7).
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature.
Citing this paper
Please note that where the full-text provided on King's Research Portal is the Author Accepted Manuscript or Post-Print version this may
differ from the final Published version. If citing, it is advised that you check and use the publisher's definitive version for pagination,
volume/issue, and date of publication details. And where the final published version is provided on the Research Portal, if citing you are
again advised to check the publisher's website for any subsequent corrections.
General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the Research Portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright
owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognize and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.
•Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the Research Portal for the purpose of private study or research.
•You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
•You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the Research Portal
Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact librarypure@kcl.ac.uk providing details, and we will remove access to
the work immediately and investigate your claim.
Download date: 18. Feb. 2017
DIVINATION,  
POLITICS, & ANCIeNT 
NeAr eASTerN 
emPIreS
Edited by 
Alan Lenzi and Jonathan Stökl
Ancient Near East Monographs – Monografías sobre el Antiguo Cercano Oriente 
Society of Biblical Literature 
Centro de Estudios de Historia del Antiguo Oriente (UCA)
Divination, Politics, anD 
ancient near eastern emPires
ancient near east monographs
General Editors
ehud Ben Zvi
roxana Flammini
Editorial Board
reinhard achenbach
esther J. Hamori
steven W. Holloway
rené Krüger
alan lenzi
steven l. mcKenzie
martti nissinen
Graciela Gestoso singer
Juan manuel tebes
volume editor
martti nissinen
number 7
Divination, Politics, anD 
ancient near eastern emPires
edited by
alan lenzi
Jonathan stökl
Divination, Politics, anD 
ancient near eastern emPires
society of Biblical literature
atlanta
 Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Divination, politics, and ancient near eastern empires / edited by alan lenzi and Jonathan 
stokl.
       pages cm. —  (society of Biblical literature ancient near east monographs ; volume 7)
  includes index.
  isBn 978-1-58983-996-0 (paper binding : alk. paper) — isBn 978-1-58983-998-4 (electronic 
format) — isBn 978-1-58983-997-7 (hardcover binding : alk. paper)
1.  Divination—middle east—History to 1500. 2.  mythology , middle eastern—History—to 
1500. 3.  occultism—religious aspects—Judaism. 4.  middle east—religion. 5.  religion and 
politics—middle east—History—to 1500. 6.  assyro-Babylonian religion.  i. lenzi, alan, editor 
of compilation.
  Bl613.D59 2014
  133.309394—dc23
     2014010036
copyright © 2014 by  the society of Biblical literature
all rights reserved. no part of this work may be reproduced or published in print form 
except with permission from the publisher. individuals are free to copy, distribute, and 
transmit the work in whole or in part by electronic means or by means of any informa-
tion or retrieval system under the following conditions: (1) they must include with the 
work notice of ownership of the copyright by the society of Biblical literature; (2) they 
may not use the work for commercial purposes; and (3) they may not alter, transform, 
or build upon the work. requests for permission should be addressed in writing to the 
rights and Permissions office, society of Biblical literature, 825 Houston mill road, 
atlanta, Ga 30329, Usa.
The ancient near east monographs/monografi as sobre el antiguo cercano oriente
series is published jointly by the society of Biblical literature and the Universidad 
católica argentina Facultad de ciencias sociales, Políticas y de la comunicación, 
centro de estudios de Historia del antiguo oriente.
For further information, see:
http://www.sbl-site.org/publications/Books_anemonographs.aspx
http://www.uca.edu.ar/cehao
  
 v 
Table of Contents 
Introduction 
Jonathan Stökl and Alan Lenzi 1 
 
1. Propaganda, Prognostication, and Planets 
 Jeffrey L. Cooley 7 
 
2. The King at the Crossroads between Divination and Cosmology 
 Beate Pongratz-Leisten 33 
 
3. Divination as Warfare: The Use of Divination across Borders 
 Jonathan Stökl 49 
 
4. Revisiting Biblical Prophecy, Revealed Knowledge Pertaining to Ritual,  
 and Secrecy in Light of Ancient Mesopotamian Prophetic Texts 
 Alan Lenzi  65 
 
5. Chaoskampf against Empire: YHWH’s Battle against Gog (Ezekiel 38–39) as  
 Resistance Literature 
 C. A. Strine  87 
 
6. Propagandistic Constructions of Empires in the Book of Isaiah 
 Göran Eidevall 109 
 
7. The Theological Politics of Deutero-Isaiah 
 Joseph Blenkinsopp 129 
 
8. The Yehudite Collection of Prophetic Books and Imperial Contexts:  
 Some Observations 
 Ehud Ben Zvi 145 
 
9. Power, Politics, and Prophecy in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Second  
 Temple Judaism 
 Alex P. Jassen 171 
 
Index of Ancient Texts 199 
 
Contributors 209 
  
  
49 
3 
Divination as Warfare:  
The Use of Divination across Borders* 
Jonathan Stökl 
INTRODUCTION 
Astrology, hepatoscopy and prophecy were commonly used by ancient Near 
Eastern rulers in order to acquire access to information from the divine spheres so 
that they could improve their own decisions.1 Divination is, thus, an enterprise 
that saw most of its activity within the borders of a state. Indeed, few diviners and 
few practitioners of ecstatic religion seem to be overly concerned with foreign 
events unless they directly impact on local events, whether the diviners are cen-
tral or marginal.2 Simplifying I. M. Lewis’ distinction between central and margin-
                                                          
* The research for this paper was carried out while I was a post-doctoral researcher at 
the ERC project Babylon at Leiden University, under the aegis of Dr. Caroline Waerzeggers. I 
would like to thank Dr. Waerzeggers for her support while writing this paper. I would also 
like to thank Alan Lenzi and the anonymous reviewer for their comments to an earlier draft. 
1 Beate Pongratz-Leisten, Herrschaftswissen in Mesopotamien: Formen der Kommunikation 
zwischen Gott und König im 2. und 1. Jahrtausend v. Chr (SAAS 10; Helsinki: The Neo-Assyrian 
Text Corpus Project, 1999) . 
2 For the terminology of central and marginal diviners see I. M. Lewis, Ecstatic Religion: 
An Anthropological Study of Spirit Possession and Shamanism (Pelican Anthropology Library; 
Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1971 [more easily available in the second {Routledge, 1989} and 
third {Routledge, 2003} editions]). Where Lewis uses the term “prophet” I prefer “diviner,” 
see the discussion in Jonathan Stökl, Prophecy in the Ancient Near East: A Philological and Socio-
logical Comparison (CHANE 56; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 7–14; Martti Nissinen, “Prophecy and Omen 
Divination: Two Sides of the Same Coin,” in Divination and Interpretation of Signs in the Ancient 
World (ed. Amar Annus; OIS 6; Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2010), 341–51.  
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al diviners, one might say that central diviners speak in favor of the political sys-
tem and marginal prophets challenge that system. 
Lewis may, however have been too quick in positing this difference, inasmuch 
as so-called “marginal” diviners challenge the political system of the state—they 
do not tend to challenge the political power of the group to which they belong. In 
other words, marginal diviners can be understood as supporting an alternative 
centrality, and in terms of that alternative centrality, they operate like central 
diviners. In effect, their predictions and announcements against the state can be 
understood as attacking not so much the central governing group of “their” state, 
but the outside group which they want to challenge and overcome. 
While this may be the case in general, this paper will be looking at what may 
be construed as the opposite case: central (i.e. state) diviners of one country who 
address the ruler of another. As we shall see, their messages usually are worded in 
the same way that the deity would address the king or elite of the country in which 
their main sanctuary was located. This implies that they regarded their authority 
as including the other king’s sphere of influence: elements of foreign policy can 
thereby be understood to be turned into a form of domestic policy of the deity 
speaking—and with it, the domestic policy of the king in whose realm housed the 
deity’s main sanctuary.3 Thus, we will see that Addu of Kallassu, a form of Adad 
whose main sanctuary was in the neighboring state of Yamḫad, centered on Alep-
po, makes demands of Zimri-Lim, king of Mari.4 A case in point is the famous letter 
FM 7 39, in which Addu of Kallassu addresses Zimri-Lim as if the latter were an-
swerable to him in the same way as King Ḫammurapi of Yamḫad. Another example 
of this kind of behavior can occasionally be found in war (see, e.g., the Rab-šāqê’s 
[henceforth, Rabshakeh] speech to the Jerusalemites), where the local chief deity is 
claimed to support the aggressor against the local king. Thereby, the aggressor 
becomes the protector of the local deity, and the extension of their will—the role 
ancient Near Eastern kings would normally claim to fulfill with regard to the dei-
ties in their lands. By extension, this claim can therefore be regarded as the claim 
by the invading forces that they are the legitimate rulers of the region. 
In the following, I will give examples for these two kinds of “inter- 
/intra-national divination” from Mari and from the Hebrew Bible. I am not aware 
of such claims from within the Neo-Assyrian corpus, even if one of the cases pre-
served in the Hebrew Bible occurs in the part of 2 Kings that narrates the events of 
the interactions between Judah and the Neo-Assyrian empire. The Hebrew Bible 
attributes Davidic qualities to a number of non-Judean rulers and it can safely be 
                                                          
3 For some explorations of such ideas see Jonathan Stökl, “(Intuitive) Divination, (Ethi-
cal) Demands and Diplomacy in the Ancient Near East,” in Mediating Between Heaven and Earth: 
Communication with the Divine in the Ancient Near East (ed. C. L. Crouch, Jonathan Stökl, and 
Anna Elise Zernecke; LHBOTS 566; London: T & T Clark, 2012), 82–92. 
4 It is customary to use “Addu” for the Syrian form and “Adad” as the Akkadian form of 
the name of the storm god; see, e.g., Daniel Schwemer, “The Storm-Gods of the Ancient Near 
East: Summary, Synthesis, Recent Studies,” JANER 7 (2007): 121–168 and JANER 8 (2008): 1–44. 
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assumed that this way of understanding history theologically was influenced by a 
more common understanding of the way in which “inter-/intra-national divina-
tion” was seen to work. Indeed, this structure is the basis for the claim to universal 
oversight of history and the world by any deity, and presents therefore one of the 
pre-conditions to the development of monotheism. 
The Roman ritual evocatio which is linked to siege warfare presents us with a 
good structural parallel of how religion is used not only to influence one’s own 
troops but also how it can be used as a tool in warfare—essentially claiming that 
the local deity is in support of the Romans’ action and that, therefore, the locals 
should not oppose the Romans.5 The parallel of the ritual only occurred to me 
after the initial idea regarding the Near Eastern material, but as it will be new to 
most of the readers of these lines I will start by discussing it to give the basic 
structural outline. The Mesopotamian and biblical examples—which go beyond the 
Roman example as they also relate to peace-time diplomacy—will be discussed 
afterwards. The aim is to uncover one of the contributing factors of the develop-
ment of the idea of deities claiming universal rulership and authority. 
THE ROMAN RITE OF THE EVOCATIO 
While the historicity of the Roman rite evocatio (“calling out, evocation”) is 
not entirely ensured, the idea, the concept of it is well-established in ancient liter-
ature so that we can use it as a parallel case for what I am about to suggest also for 
the ancient Near Eastern data. In the evocatio rite itself, the Romans would— 
whether only in literature or also in reality—perform a ritual in which the local 
deity was called out of the attacked city and promised a new temple cult in Rome, 
or in the later forms, at least a new cult in their own city.6 In either case they were 
                                                          
5 Further structural parallels could be found in the evocation ritual by the Hittites after 
they had devoted a city to the storm-god, i.e., to total destruction, which in Roman terms 
would be a separate ritual, the devotio. The Hittite ritual, CTH 423, has most recently been 
edited by Francesco Fuscagni, “Rituale di evocatione per gli dei di un villaggio nemico (CTH 
423),” [accessed 17 July 2013]. Available online at: http://www.hethport.uni-wuerzburg.de/ 
txhet_besrit/intro.php?xst=CTH%20423&prgr=&lg=IT&ed=F.%20Fuscagni; Daniel Schwemer, 
“Fremde Götter in Hatti: Die hethitische Religion im Spannungsfeld von Synkretismus und 
Abgrenzung,” in Ḫattuša-Boğazköy: Das Hethiterreich im Spannungsfeld des alten Orient. 6. Interna-
tionales Colloquium der Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft 22.–24. März 2006, Würzburg (ed. G. Wilhelm; 
CDOG 6; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2008), 137–58. Most ancient Near Eastern examples cited 
here are similar but vitally different in that they take place after the city has been con-
quered, and therefore the gods have little choice before the battle is decided. Rather, the 
outcome of the battle is seen as proof of their decision. In addition, some of the Hittite evo-
cation rituals serve the purpose to call out the deity from wherever they might be at the 
time so that it can inhabit the new cult-image prepared for them; thus, the rituals may share 
a name, but their purpose is markedly different. 
6 For the evocatio, see Gabriella Gustafsson, Evocatio Deorum: Historical and Mythical Inter-
pretations of Ritualised Conquests in the Expansion of Ancient Rome (Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis 
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called upon to support the Roman case, and thereby the Romans were undermin-
ing the religious basis of the city’s resistance against them. A number of historians 
of ancient Rome claim that the Romans themselves did not really believe in their 
own propaganda, and that it is done purely in order to undermine the morale of 
the local population. It seems to me that this does not take sufficiently into ac-
count the ambiguity with which the Romans viewed relation between religion and 
politics, as can been seen in their interactions with ominous signs. If the Romans 
had been as cynical about the institution of augury in general as is sometimes ar-
gued, it is very unlikely that they would have maintained the office of augur, and, 
indeed, indicted augurs who did not carry out their duties correctly.7 
The Roman ritual known as evocatio invited the local deity to abandon their 
local temple and the city and to come to Rome to join the Roman empire. In effect, 
the ritual turned the local deity into a Roman deity, and resistance to the Roman 
legions was then understood by the Romans not only as rebellion against Roman 
military might but also as a religious transgression against a Roman deity. The rite 
was performed by priests who “lured” the patron deity to Rome by promising 
them a greater cult there than the one they currently enjoyed in their city (Pliny, 
Nat. hist. 28.18-19). The earliest attestation of the rite is usually taken to be the 
siege of the Etruscan city of Veii in 396 BCE, where the Roman commander invited 
Juno—or more precisely Uni—the patron deity of Veii, to join the Romans in order 
to later take up her new home in Rome itself (Livy, Ab urbe condita 5.21-23).8 After 
the ritual inviting the deity out of their new home, the Romans would determine 
whether the deity had accepted their invitation through the use of hepatoscopy. 
According to Gabriella Gustafsson, the purpose of the ritual was not as such to in-
vite the deity to Rome, but rather, to sever the links between a city and its patron 
deity.9 While I would argue that it is indeed likely that the severing of the link 
between a city and its patron deity was a key aspect, it also seems unlikely that the 
                                                                                                                                  
Historia Religionum 16; Uppsala: Uppsala University Press, 2000); V. Basanoff, Evocatio: Étude 
d’un rituel militaire Romain (Bibliothèque de l’École des Hautes Études; Sciences religieuses 61; 
Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1947); H. S. Versnel, “evocatio,” DNP 4: 329 ET BNP 5: 
251–52; Mary Beard, John North, and Simon Price, Religions of Rome (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1998), 1:132–34; John S. Kloppenborg, “Evocatio Deorum and the Date of 
Mark,” JBL 124 (2005): 419–50. 
7 One modern historian who regards the attitude of the Roman elite about their reli-
gion as cynical is John North (Roman Religion [Greece and Rome: New Surveys in the Classics 
30; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000], 76-77), but see Beard, North, and Price, Religions of 
Rome, 1: 99–108. It is possible that in the first century CE religious views became more cynical 
(Beard, North, and Price, Religions of Rome, 1: 117–19). 
8 See Friedhelm Prayon, “Uni,” DNP, 12/1: 1003 ET BNP 15: 112. The fact that Uni was 
identified with Iuno and that both Uni and Iuno were identified with Astarte may be the 
reason that initially Astarte of Carthage was not called out (evocata) but placated (“exorata”), 
thus Beard, North, and Price, Religions of Rome, 1: 82–83. Only in the third Punic war did the 
Romans “evoke” the goddess of Carthage. 
9 Gustafsson, Evocatio Deorum, 80. 
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Romans would have understood the fact that the deity had become Roman as in-
significant. Indeed, it seems as if Gustafsson is constructing false opposites here 
when distinguishing between the two interpretations, which are really like two 
sides of the same coin. 
Macrobius discusses the evocatio in his Saturnalia: 
They all departed, abandoning their shrines and altars 
The gods who had made this realm stand fast . . .10 
This statement concerns both the Romans’ most ancient custom and their most 
secret rites. For it is commonly understood that all cities are protected by some 
god, and that it was secret custom of the Romans (one unknown to many) that 
they were laying siege to an enemy city and were confident it could be taken, they 
used a specific spell [= carmen] to call out the gods that protected it, because they 
either believed the city could otherwise not be taken or—even if it could be tak-
en—thought it against divine law to hold gods captive. That is why the Romans 
themselves wanted both the god responsible for protecting Rome and the Latin 
name of the city itself to remain unknown. Yet the god’s name was included in 
some of the ancients’ books—though they disagree among themselves—and for 
that reason the range of opinions on the matter is familiar to those who delve into 
ancient beliefs and practices. For some believed the god was Jupiter, others Lua, 
some Angerona, who calls for silence by putting her finger to her lips, still oth-
ers—whom I’m more inclined to trust—said that she is Ops Consivia. But even the 
most learned men have not learned the name of the city itself, since the Romans 
were wary of suffering themselves what they knew they had often inflicted on 
enemy cities, should the name of their protector-god become known and allow 
their enemy to summon it forth.  
We should see to it, however, that the mistake some have fallen into not 
confuse us too—I mean the belief that a single spell both summons the gods from a 
city and devotes the city to destruction. For I have found both spells in Book 5 of 
Serenus Sammonicus’ Secret History, and he says that he found them in the very 
ancient book of a certain Furius.11 The following is the spell used to call the gods 
forth when a city is surrounded and under siege: 
I call upon the one in whose protection are the people and community of Car-
thage, whether it be a god or a goddess, and upon you above all, who have un-
dertaken to protect this city and people, and ask you all for your favor: may you 
all desert the people and community of Carthage, leave their sacred places, tem-
                                                          
10  Macrobius quotes these words from Virgil’s Aeneid (2.351-52). Further on 
(Sat. V.22.7), however, Macrobius writes that Virgil derived the concept of the deities of a 
conquered city abandoning it from Euripides’ play Trojan Women (25–27), where similar 
words are attributed to Poseidon (Macrobius, in fact, says that Apollo speaks them but that is 
likely to be a slight slip). 
11 According to Robert A. Kaster, Macrobius: Saturnalia (Loeb Classical Library 510–12; 3 
vols; Cambridge/London: Harvard University Press, 2011–12), II: 67, the text is IAH 1:29–30 = 
fr. 1 IAR6, and the Furius in question is L. Furius Philus, who was a friend of Scipio, the Roman 
general who conquered Carthage in 146 BCE. 
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ples, and city, and depart from them, and upon this people and community heap 
fear, dread, forgetfulness, and come to Rome, to me and my people, with kindly 
spirit, and may our sacred places, temples, city be more acceptable and ap-
proved in your sight, and may you be well disposed to me and the Roman people 
and my army. If you all should do these things so that we know and understand 
them, I vow that I will make temples and games for you. 
The same words should be used in offering a sacrificial victim and inspecting the 
meaning of entrails, so that they give a guarantee of the future. On the other 
hand, once the divinities have been called forth, cities and armies are devoted to 
destruction with the following words, which only dictators and generals are able 
to use for the purpose. (Sat. III.9.7-8)12 
It follows that by either inviting the foreign deity to Rome or by at least per-
suading the deity to give up their concern for their city, the Romans were in effect 
claiming that the deity was either one of their many patron deities, which means 
that the conflict they were engaged in was really a domestic conflict, as the city of 
a patron-deity that was Roman surely was conceived to belong to the Roman Im-
perium. Or at the very least, the deity was no longer linked to the attacked city, so 
that its inhabitants could no longer consider themselves protected by their patron 
deity—a powerful incentive to stop fighting the Romans.13 
DIVINING ACROSS BORDERS IN MARI 
There are two main examples for “inter-/intra-national divination” in the 
Mari texts. In the first, Addu of Kallassu demands that Zimri-Lim provide him with 
a piece of real estate almost as a reward for divine support during Zimri-Lim’s 
campaign to regain his ancestral throne. The other is the claim by Yarim-Lim that 
“the gods” had told him that he may not hand over some local kings who were 
seeking asylum in Yamḫad. The second is not, strictly speaking, addressed to Zim-
ri-Lim of Mari, but to Yarim-Lim of Yamḫad, and therefore is not really an example 
of international divination. But it is included here because the deity addresses is-
sues between the two kings that hover between the international and in-
tra-national. We begin our discussion with this latter example.  
The Asylum Affair 
We have a significant amount of diplomatic correspondence from Mari.14 
Shortly after a conflict with their overlord, King Zimri-Lim of Mari, some of his 
                                                          
12 The translation is from Kaster, Macrobius: Saturnalia vol. II: 65–69. 
13 The fact that the evocatio was often followed by a devotio in which the city was razed 
and its inhabitants sold as slaves does not, in and of itself, change the basic image drawn 
above. 
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vassal-kings fled into the neighboring kingdom of Yamḫad. Yamḫad had been a 
large kingdom for a while with considerable control of the region around Aleppo, 
including the upper Euphrates and the lucrative trade routes to the Phoenician 
coast.15  
We do not know the exact background to the letters in question, but in a letter 
to Yarim-Lim Zimri-Lim accuses Dadi-Ḫadun, one of his vassal-kings, of having 
called him “brother” rather than “father,” as would have been appropriate (FM 7 
1).16 What might seem insignificant to the casual modern reader is in fact an ex-
pression of insubordination, as “brother” in the diplomatic nomenclature of the 
ancient Near East referred to someone of equal status. A vassal would be addressed 
as “son,” and an overlord as “father.” In other words, the vassal king is not accused 
of a minor offense but of failing to recognize Zimri-Lim’s overlordship, which is 
tantamount to insurrection. This vassal-king seems to have fled to Yamḫad in an 
attempt to avoid Zimri-Lim’s revenge. Zimri-Lim writes to Yarim-Lim, addressing 
him as “my father” (abīya) and requests that Dadi-Ḫadun17 be handed over to him. 
In his response to Zimri-Lim, Yarim-Lim acknowledges the seriousness of the 
offense, interrogates Dadi-Ḫadun, and orders him to write letters to Zimri-Lim, 
addressed as “to my father and lord” (ana abīya u bēlīya). He even makes him and 
other vassal-kings swear an oath of allegiance to Zimri-Lim in the temple of Addu 
at Aleppo.  
In a different letter, however, we get some further details. FM 7 8 contains the 
report by another of Zimri-Lim’s courtiers, Dariš-libur, to his king. He writes that 
at first Yarim-Lim said that he will not extradite the vassal-kings who are looking 
for refuge in his kingdom.18 Indeed, when Zimri-Lim and Dariš-libur remain in-
sistent, Yarim-Lim says:  
                                                                                                                                  
14 On the diplomatic correspondence in the Old Babylonian period see, e.g., Jack M. 
Sasson, “On Reading the Diplomatic Letters in the Mari Archives,” in Amurru 2: Mari, Ébla et les 
Hourrites: Dix ans de travaux, Deuxième Partie, Actes du colloque international (Paris, mai 1993) (ed. 
Jean-Marie Durand and Dominique Charpin; Paris: ERC, 2001), 329–38; Bertrand Lafont, “Re-
lations internationales, alliances et diplomatie au temps des royaumes amorrites,” in Amurru 
2: Mari, Ébla et les Hourrites, 213–328; and most recently the insightful essay by Andrew R. 
Davis, “‘Answer me Properly!’: Diplomatic Strategy and Subterfuge in the Treaty Texts from 
Mari,” Ancient Near Eastern Studies 50 (2013): 243–54. 
15 For a (political) history of the Old Babylonian period see Dominique Charpin, “His-
toire politique du Proche-Orient Amorrite (2002-1595),” in Mesopotamien: Die altbabylonische 
Zeit (ed. Pascal Attinger, Walther Sallaberger, and Markus Wäfler; OBO 160/4; Fribourg: Aca-
demic Press/Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), 25–480. 
16 For this letter see Jean-Marie Durand, Florilegium marianum VII: Le culte d’Addu d’Alep et 
l’affaire d’Alahtum (Mémoires de N.A.B.U. 8; Paris: SEPOA, 2002), 4–7. 
17 According to Wolfgang Heimpel, Letters to the King of Mari: A New Translation, With His-
torical Introduction, Notes, and Commentary (MC 12; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 533, 
Dadi-Ḫadun is identical to Dadi-Ḫadnu. 
18 For an edition of the letter and the others in this dossier (FM 7 1–9), see Durand, Le 
culte d’Addu d’Alep, 3–29. 
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Has Zimri-Lim forgotten the command of Addu? Indeed, I fear that Zimri-Lim does 
not know that in the Land of Addu a refugee cannot be extradited! (lines 25-29) 
The expression “command of Addu” (ṭēm Addu) suggests that this information was 
acquired through some form of divination. While the oracle—whether gained 
through prophecy or a different divinatory discipline must remain open—was di-
rected at the customs of the kingdom of Yamḫad, and primarily a matter for inte-
rior policy, it had obvious ramifications for Yamḫad’s foreign policy. The fact that 
Yarim-Lim attempted to maintain the right to asylum in his kingdom even though 
the people seeking asylum had started an insurrection against his protégé Zim-
ri-Lim indicates that the regard for the “command of Addu” was genuine.19 
It is impossible for us to know whether Yarim-Lim’s final change of heart re-
garding this matter—he does extradite the rebellious chiefs to his vassal Zim-
ri-Lim—is the result of another oracle or whether he simply decided to ignore the 
divine command by his chief deity.20 For our question it is interesting, however, to 
see that divinatory oracles were used not only for interior politics but also to jus-
tify behavior that would otherwise be difficult to understand. 
The Alaḫtum Affair 
Zimri-Lim had a real-estate portfolio in the kingdom of Yamḫad throughout 
his reign.21 The reason for his purchase of villages in his neighbor’s kingdom ap-
pears to have been to make the court in Mari independent of deliveries of luxury 
goods, particularly of wine and oil. At some point in the tenth year of his reign (=ZL 
9) when Ḫammurapi had succeeded his father Yarim-Lim as king of Yamḫad, he 
acquired a village called Alaḫtum.22 In spite of the change of king around the time 
                                                          
19 It is interesting to note that the contemporary Hammurapi also uses religious rea-
soning in his diplomatic correspondence, see Davis, “‘Answer me Properly!’” 249–50, who 
quotes ARM 26 469, in which Hammurapi tells Zimri-Lim that he cannot swear the oath for a 
diplomatic alliance between them because the day that was set aside for that is ominous in 
connection with the moon-god Sîn. 
20 As is evident by the fact that Mari and Ešnunna agreed on a peace-treaty in spite of 
oracles to the contrary (ARM 26 197, 199, 202), divinatory oracles could be ignored, or at 
least over-ridden if the circumstances demanded it. See Dominique Charpin, “Le contexte 
historique et géographique de prophéties dans les textes retrouvés à Mari,” BCSMS 23 (1992): 
22–25; Jack M. Sasson, “The Posting of Letters with Divine Messages,” in Florilegium marianum 
II: Recueil d’études à la mémoire de Maurice Birot (ed. Dominique Charpin and Jean-Marie Du-
rand; Mémoires de N.A.B.U. 3 / Supplément à N.A.B.U. 1994 no. 2; Paris: SEPOA, 1994), 305–
306. 
21 For a historical mise-en-scene of the entire “Alaḫtum-affair” see Durand, Le culte 
d’Addu d’Alep, 59–148. Charpin, “Histoire politique,” 230 suggests that Alaḫtum is Alalaḫ, and 
that is a possibility, but none that can be proven positively, see Durand, Le culte d’Addu d’Alep, 
65–66. 
22 This Ḫammurapi should not be confused with the king of Babylon of the same name 
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of Zimri-Lim’s purchase, everything appears to have gone smoothly. Indeed, 
Nur-Sin, a Mariote emissary to the court of Ḫammur-Rapi of Yamḫad had already 
organized the cultivation of the fields around Alaḫtum. But the Queen-Mother 
Gašera seems to have chosen that moment in time to complain to Ḫammurapi, her 
son, that she had not agreed to the sale/relinquishing of some of her land. Nur-Sin 
writes a long somewhat despondent letter to his king Zimri-Lim in which he in-
forms him of the proceedings (FM 7 36). 
The letters containing prophetic messages from Addu to Zimri-Lim, also sent 
by Nur-Sin should be read in this context. Nur-Sin writes that he has been ap-
proached by male and female prophets (āpilum/āpiltum) of Addu of Kallassu, and 
that their message is for Zimri-Lim.23 In the message, Addu demands to be given a 
piece of real estate near Alaḫtum—in all likelihood the piece demanded by Gašera. 
In return for obeisance, symbolized by the gift of this piece of real estate, Addu 
promises to support Zimri-Lim, and to give him “land upon land.” In case Zim-
ri-Lim should decide not to give the land, Addu threatens Zimri-Lim with being 
deposed. 
We would expect this kind of message, especially using the language of pa-
rental protection in a royal oracle within a state, as we find them, for example, in 
some of the prophetic oracles from the Neo-Assyrian empire.24 But we might not 
expect a deity from one country to utter oracles of—conditional—support for a 
foreign king. Effectively, Mari relied on the support from Yamḫad so that one 
could argue that Addu of Aleppo and Addu of Kallassu were not addressing a for-
eign king as such but that they were operating within their sphere of influence. On 
the surface, this model differs somewhat from the episode of Rabshakeh (2 Kgs 
18-19, Isa 36) and Pharaoh Necho (2 Chr 35). There the attacker marching through 
the attacked country claims that the local deity gave them the authority to do so 
(even if this situation is transmitted in texts of the invaded nation). Here we see 
the king of Yamḫad and his deity Addu claiming authority over Mari, but the text 
originates with Aleppine prophets and is transmitted by a Mariote ambassador. No 
(direct) military threat accompanies these actions, nor is it the Mariote goddess 
Ekallatum or a Mariote form of Addu who speaks. What these two somewhat dif-
ferent forms of divinatory communication share, however, is the claim to power 
and influence over a foreign area as expressed through divine authority.25 
                                                                                                                                  
at the same time. See Charpin, “Histoire politique,” 230–31 for some further information. 
Since we have no Old Babylonian texts from Aleppo itself all our knowledge is dependent on 
outside sources. Charpin, “Histoire politique,” 230 suggests that Alaḫtum is Alalaḫ; while 
that is possible, it cannot be proven positively, see Durand, Le culte d’Addu d’Alep, 65–66. 
23 FM 7 39. 
24 E.g., SAA 9 2.5, where lines iii 26ˊ–28ˊ read: 26ˊanāku abbuka ummaka 27ˊbirti agappīya 
urtabbīka 28ˊnēmalka ammar (“I am your father [and] your mother! Between my wings I will 
raise you! I will see your success!”). 
25 Dominique Charpin, “Prophètes et rois dans le proche-orient Amorrite: nouvelles 
données, nouvelles perspectives,” in Florilegium marianum VI: Recueil d’études à la mémoire 
DIVINATION, POLITICS, AND ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN EMPIRES   
 
58 
Aaron Tugendhaft sees a similar model at play in the related letter FM 7 38.26 
In this letter, Nur-Sin transmits a prophetic oracle from Addu of Aleppo to Zim-
ri-Lim in which the deity claims that he supported Yaḫdun-Lim, Zimri-Lim’s an-
cestor on the throne of Mari, in all his battles until Yaḫdun-Lim abandoned Addu. 
According to the oracle, Addu’s revenge to this betrayal was swift and enacted by 
the Šamši-Adad, the king of the short-lived Empire of Upper Mesopotamia. The 
deity goes on to demand that he be consulted on all decisions regarding military 
campaigns. Tugendhaft’s interprets this as indicating that the Aleppine court gets 
to decide whom Mari should attack and when.27 While Tugendhaft’s interpretation 
is likely to be correct within the scope of Old Babylonian realpolitik my aim in this 
paper is a study of theological constructions, and from that perspective Addu of 
Aleppo claims that his authority transcends the borders of the kingdom of Alep-
po.28 
A further letter, FM 6 18, sent to Zimri-Lim by his vassal Sumu-Lanasi contains 
the opposite case.29 Sumu-Lanasi attributes Zimri-Lim’s successful bid to power 
not to Addu of Aleppo but to “the god of your father,” presumably Itur-Mer. But 
Sumu-Lanasi does not stop there. A few lines below he attributes also his own suc-
cessful capture of his ancestral throne to Itur-Mer.30 Sumu-Lanasi thereby puts 
himself in precisely the position that the message of Addu of Aleppo aims to estab-
lish between Yarim-Lim and Zimri-Lim. 
CROSS-BORDER DIVINATION IN THE HEBREW BIBLE 
The Pharaoh as Prophet? 
2 Chronicles 35 retells the narrative of Josiah’s reform also found in 2 Kgs 23 
and his death at the hands of Pharaoh Necho in Megiddo, adding one episode that 
                                                                                                                                  
d’André Parrot (ed. Dominique Charpin and Jean-Marie Durand; Mémoires de N.A.B.U. 7; Paris: 
SEPOA, 2002), 7-38, see in particular pages 23–25 and 28–31. 
26 See Aaron Tugendhaft, “Baal and the Problem of Politics in the Bronze Age” (Ph.D. 
diss., New York University, 2012), 63–120. FM 7 38 has the museum number A.1968 and is 
sometimes referred to it as that in the secondary literature. For the text see Durand, Le culte 
d’Addu d’Alep, 134–37. I would like to thank Aaron Tugendhaft for making available to me a 
copy of his excellent thesis prior to publication. 
27 Tugendhaft, “Baal and the Problem of Politics,” 99–100. 
28 Charpin, “Prophètes et rois,” 31 and Durand, Le culte d’Addu d’Alep, 2–3. 
29 Tugendhaft, “Baal and the Problem of Politics,” 82–85 discusses this text and points 
out the brilliant rhetorical strategy employed by Sumu-Lanasi. 
For the text, see Jean Robert Kupper, “Dans les jardins de Carkémish,” in Florilegium 
marianum VI: Recueil d’études à la mémoire d’André Parrot (ed. Dominique Charpin and 
Jean-Marie Durand; Mémoires de N.A.B.U. 7; Paris: SEPOA, 2002), 195–200. 
30 Lines 18–22 read: “Now, the god [of my lord] Zimri-Lim is strong and he has set me 
on the throne of the house of my father.” 
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is of interest for our enterprise here. In vv. 21–22, Necho sends word to Josiah that 
he does not want to attack the Judeans; rather, his army is marching northward in 
order to attack the Babylonians. He adds “it is God’s will that I hurry. Refrain, then, 
from interfering with God who is with me, that he not destroy you” (v. 21). The 
following verse shows Josiah stubbornly refusing to heed Necho’s warning: “But 
Josiah would not let him alone; instead, he sought31 to fight him, heedless of 
Necho’s words from the mouth of God; and he came to fight in the plain of Megid-
do.” It is clear, as all the commentators say, that the Chronicler inserted the epi-
sode in order to explain why Josiah, the faultless king, died in battle shortly after 
his reforms.32  
Presumably, the Chronicler painted a picture that at least the author himself 
thought credible enough: the idea that God would transmit a divinatory message 
to Josiah via Necho and his messengers must therefore have been acceptable to his 
readers. As a consequence we can take seriously the theo-political construction 
that the Judean deity YHWH can communicate with the Judean king via another 
king.33 It is almost as if Necho was co-opted into the Judean court as one of Josiah’s 
prophets. The fact that Necho is Pharaoh makes this observation all the more pe-
culiar, as he stands for the oppressing “house of slavery” (  תיבםידבע ; Exod 20:2). As 
we shall see, however, the Chronicler’s Pharaoh is not the only unlikely candidate 
to be granted a status close to that of a servant of YHWH. He shares that status with 
Cyrus, Nebuchadnezzar, and the Assyrian Rabshakeh. 
 
 
                                                          
31 This term is normally translated as “he disguised himself.” I see no reason to assume 
that the authors of a text as late as 2 Chronicles 35 were not capable of the somewhat more 
complicated syntax with  םחלהלוב  depending on שׂפחתה, even if the finite verb would 
normally be much closer to the dependent infinitive 
32 Whether or not these reforms ever took place is not at issue, since we are concerned 
with the literary construction here. On Josiah’s reform see Ze’ev Herzog, “Perspectives on 
Southern Israel’s Cult Centralization: Arad and Beer-sheba,” in One God, One Cult, One Nation: 
Archaeological and Biblical Perspectives (ed. Reinhard G. Kratz and Hermann Spieckermann; 
BZAW 405; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 169–99; Rainer Albertz, “Why a Reform Like Josiah’s 
Must Have Happened,” in Good Kings and Bad Kings (ed. Lester L. Grabbe; LHBOTS 393 / ESHM 
5; London: T & T Clark, 2005), 27–46; Christoph Uehlinger, “Was There a Cult Reform Under 
King Josiah? The Case for a Well-Grounded Minimum,” in Good Kings and Bad Kings, 279–316. 
33 The overwhelming majority of commentators is of the opinion that the deity men-
tioned here is Judah’s god YHWH. Compare e.g. Ralph W. Klein, 2 Chronicles: A Commentary 
(Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 525-26. But see Sara Japhet, I & II Chronicles (OTL; 
London: SCM, 1993), 1056, who thinks that the god in 2 Chr 35:21 refers to the statue of a 
deity whom Necho brought along from Egypt, while in v. 22 ‘God’ refers to Judah’s deity. H. 
G. M. Williamson, 1-2 Chronicles (NCBC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 410-11 does not com-
ment on the question at all. 
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Rabshakeh as YHWH’s Prophet 
2 Kings 18–19 and Isaiah 36–38 both contain a narrative of the siege of Jerusa-
lem in 701 BCE by the Assyrians. The chief cupbearer (rāb-šāqê) says to the Judean 
officials, “do you think I have marched against this land to destroy it without 
YHWH? YHWH himself told me, ‘Go up against that land and destroy it’” (2 Kgs 18:25; 
similarly Isa 36:10).  
In effect, what Rabshakeh says (on behalf of Sennacherib) to the Judeans is 
that their deity commanded the Assyrians to take Jerusalem. This tactic, which was 
also used by the Romans is regarded as a means of psychological warfare, an at-
tempt to undermine the locals’ conviction that their deity is protecting them.34 It 
is also, of course, the inverse of the principal by which a nation could understand 
its own loss of independence. There are several examples in ancient Near Eastern 
texts in which a defeat and subsequent loss of the statue of their deity was ration-
alized as the deity wanting to go on vacation to see the sights or to go on a busi-
ness trip or that the deity was angry with the local population for one reason or 
another.35 Rabshakeh, therefore, tries to convince all those who are listening to 
him speaking in “Judean” (v. 26) that from a religious point of view, their city is 
already lost and that giving up would be to obey YHWH, their own deity. 
The model by which a deity commands the hand of a foreign king used to be 
thought of as something peculiar to the Hebrew Bible, particularly when applied to 
Nebuchadnezzar II as “YHWH’s servant” (  דבעהוהי ; Jer 25:9, 27:6, and 43:10) and Cy-
                                                          
34 Peter Dubovský, Hezekiah and the Assyrian Spies: Reconstruction of the Neo-Assyrian Intel-
ligence Services and its Significance for 2 Kings 18–19 (BibOr 49; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 
2006, 19–20, 229–38 argues that the Neo-Assyrians do the same thing in their conflict with 
Hezekiah. On pp. 161–88 he discusses the use of psychological warfare in the campaigns by 
Tiglath-Pileser III and Sargon II in Babylonia. In the cases of the Neo-Assyrian interventions 
in Babylonia, Dubovský includes several different kind of actions, not all of which I would 
refer to as psychological warfare. Bribing of enemies with promises of future tax relief (pp. 
161–68) is certainly part of the actions of a secret service, but addresses to the masses to 
undermine their confidence in their rulers and gods seems to me to be closer to actual forms 
of psychological warfare. 
35 See, e.g., J. J. M. Roberts, “Nebuchadnezzar I’s Elamite Crisis in Theological Perspec-
tive,” in Essays on the Ancient Near East in Memory of Jacob Joel Finkelstein (ed. Maria deJong Ellis; 
Memoirs of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences 19; Hamden: Published for The 
Academy by Archon Books, 1977), 183–87. Morton Cogan assembled some Neo-Assyrian ref-
erences to local deities supporting the Assyrians rather than the local population in his Im-
perialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh Centuries BCE (SBLMS 19; 
Missoula: Scholars Press, 1974), 9–21. I would like to thank Jacob Wright for pointing this 
reference out to me. On this question see also his “The Deportation of Jerusalem’s Wealth 
and the Demise of Native Sovereignty in the Book of Kings,” in Interpreting Exile: Displacement 
and Deportation in Biblical and Modern Contexts (ed. Brad E. Kelle, Frank Ritchel Ames, and Jacob 
L. Wright; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 105–33, especially 121–24. 
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rus as “his/my anointed” (י/וחישמל; Isa 45:1).36 The notion was that this revolu-
tionary new idea allowed Judeans to maintain their ethnic identity and thereby 
enabled Yahwistic religion to prosper. As intimated above, we know that the idea 
was a common ancient Near Eastern thought model that allowed theologians to 
rationalize defeat. What is special in the case of the Hebrew Bible in this context is 
that Deutero-Isaiah seems to develop this idea in the context of a monotheistic 
understanding of YHWH.37 The different theological context gives the same basic 
structure its new and far-reaching impact. 
Returning to the question of prophetic divination used as a means of warfare, 
we can state that referring to YHWH is a form of psychological warfare akin to the 
use of leaflets or propaganda radio in more recent conflicts.38 Unlike the more 
modern forms of warfare, appeal to the deity serves to underline the attacker’s 
claim. From the point of view that the Judeans had a treaty with the Assyrians and 
that Hezekiah rebelled against the stipulations of that treaty, it is likely that the 
Assyrian’s claim that YHWH commanded him to wage war against Judah would 
make factual and “historical” sense as well. If Judah had some form of contractual 
understanding with Assyria, it is likely that the treaty included treaty curses. In 
such a circumstance, both Judean and Assyrian ideologues and theologians would 
have understood the Assyrian’s action as the carrying out of the curses, which 
would have been understood to have been enforced by at least Assur and YHWH.39 
Thus, Rabshakeh’s claim that YHWH himself told him to “go up against that land 
and destroy it” would be exactly what both sides should expect after the Judean 
breach of the agreement. The fact that Rabshakeh explicitly mentions it (at least in 
                                                          
36 In Isa 45:1 the Septuagint has the better text: τῷ χριστῷ µου = יחישמל. For a short 
discussion of the matter and some secondary literature regarding the references to Jeremiah 
as the servant see Jonathan Stökl, “Nebuchadnezzar: History, Memory and Myth-Making in 
the Persian Period,” in Bringing the Past to the Present in the Late Persian and Early Hellenistic 
Period: Images of Central Figures (ed. Ehud Ben Zvi and Diana Edelman; Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2013), 257–69; for a discussion of the implications of Isa 45:1, see Joseph Blen-
kinsopp’s contribution to this volume (page 135). 
37 Saul M. Olyan, “Is Isaiah 40-55 Really Monotheistic,” JANER 12 (2012): 4 has recently 
questioned the monotheistic nature of Dtr-Isa, but in my view it is easier to assume that 
idioms from the polytheistic past are still being used in a monotheistic environment. A good 
example of this kind of thing can be seen in Psalm 82, which undoubtedly uses the imagery 
of the divine council, but only in order to demote all its members apart from YHWH. 
38 On the use of radio as a means of propaganda in the Second World War see, e.g., M. A. 
Doherty, Nazi Wireless Propaganda: Lord Haw-Haw and British Public Opinion in the Second World 
War (International Communications; Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000). 
39 As is well-known, the Sefire treaty includes treaty curses sworn by and enforced by 
the deities of both sides, Sefire A 14-42, see Joseph A. Fitzmyer S.J., The Aramaic Inscriptions of 
Sefîre (Rev. ed.; BibOr 19/A; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1995). In his study of Assyrian 
Religion in its imperial enterprise, Cogan points to several texts in which Neo-Assyrian rul-
ers claim that deities had abandoned rulers, e.g., OIP 2 64: 22–24 (“their gods abandoned 
them, rendering them helpless” referring to the several rebellious cities on the border to 
Qummuḫ; Cogan, Religion and Empire, 11). 
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the literary memory of the events as transmitted in 2 Kings) suggests that he 
thought that it would give him a strategic advantage. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Above, we have looked at several cases in which divination, prophetic and 
probably technical, was used or referred to in the diplomatic correspondence of 
several ancient kingdoms and empires. This shows that the earliest prophetic texts 
known to us today show how divination is used in inter-state relations. In cases of 
conflict, such as we see the message of Rabshakeh to the Judeans, as well as the 
Roman religious-military rite of the evocatio, the foreign power claims that the 
local patron deity is communicating with them, and that the patron deity com-
mands them to take control of the city and its inhabitants.  
Divine support in the form of an oracle to take command of a deity’s earthly 
dominion is usually claimed by usurpers or other kings whose succession is less 
than obvious.40 Zimri-Lim is a good example for this, as he had to conquer his an-
cestral throne before he could become king of Mari. Similarly, when the Romans 
claimed that the patron deity of a city supports them, they are essentially claiming 
the city to be part of their rightful dominion. Likewise, Rabshakeh claims that by 
breaking their loyalty oath to the Assyrians, the Judeans had essentially forfeited 
the right to self-governance (even if that is not exactly what happened—but we 
have to keep in mind that the story is transmitted to us via Judean writings and 
memory).  
The situation is slightly different in the case of Necho and the examples from 
Mari, as the lines of communication and the transmitted message are different. 
Necho is the most obscure of the cases debated here. YHWH uses Necho as a mega-
phone to tell Josiah not to attack him. If the story had been transmitted in Egyp-
tian texts we could claim that this act by YHWH in effect transmitted political au-
thority over Judah to Necho. But the fact that it is used by the Chronicler to ex-
plain Josiah’s untimely death—particularly after Manasseh’s unexpectedly long 
life—indicates that it is not Necho’s authority that is strengthened but YHWH’s, 
whose control over history was thought to extend to include Necho and the Egyp-
tians. Rather than the Egyptians taking over Judah, it therefore symbolizes YHWH 
taking over Egypt. 
The Old Babylonian correspondence between Yarim-Lim, king of Yamḫad 
(Aleppo), and Zimri-Lim, king of Mari, regarding the asylum seekers can be under-
stood as an attempt by Yarim-Lim to protect the religious and cultural tradition to 
                                                          
40 For this, see, e.g., Stephanie Dalley, “Old Babylonian Prophecies at Uruk and Kish,” in 
Opening the Tablet Box: Near Eastern Studies in Honor of Benjamin R. Foster (ed. Sarah C. Melville 
and Alice Louise Slotsky; CHANE 42; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2010), 85–97; Jonathan Stökl, “An-
cient Near Eastern Prophecy,” in Dictionary of the Old Testament: Prophets (ed. J. Gordon 
McConville and Mark J. Boda; Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2012), 16–24. 
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offer asylum within his kingdom—presumably Zimri-Lim himself had benefited 
from exactly this tradition after Šamši-Adad conquered Mari early in Zimri-Lim’s 
life. Zimri-Lim, however, wants to make sure that there is no further insurrection 
against his rule by the tribal groups and their chiefs in his kingdom; therefore, he 
wants to make sure that he can punish these chieftains. While Yarim-Lim holds out 
for some time, in the end he gives in and extradites the chieftains. Yarim-Lim uses 
a divine command as an explanation for holding out against Zimri-Lim’s request, 
meaning that he argues that he is bound to uphold the right to asylum by “Addu’s 
command.” Yarim-Lim invokes Addu’s command not only because Addu is his pa-
tron deity, but also because Zimri-Lim himself is bound to the deity and his sup-
port when he acquired his ancestral throne. 
This is expressed by Nur-Sin’s letters to Zimri-Lim, in which various hyposta-
ses of Addu remind Zimri-Lim of this support and claim various rewards for their 
support. There is the piece of real estate, Alaḫtum, and there is the typical bit of 
royal ideology that the king ought to protect the rights of those wronged. The fact 
that Aleppine forms of Addu can communicate with Zimri-Lim in the way that they 
do indicates that they understood him as a king under their command, which in 
turn essentially turns the communication between them and Zimri-Lim into a do-
mestic political affair.  
We have seen that divine communication, by whichever means, is used in in-
ternational politics in the ancient Near East in order to change the power dynam-
ics from one in which two unrelated neighbors interact with each other to one in 
which both sides claim support in some shape from the local patron deity. This, in 
turn, changes the power dynamics of foreign politics into those of internal politics, 
which is used to legitimize the actions of both parties. To put it bluntly: Rabshakeh 
ceases to be a representative for the foreign Assyrian king and turns into a repre-
sentative of the Assyrian king, who is the earthly representative of YHWH. Thus, 
divination used in foreign affairs can have significant ramification for the rhetoric, 
but also the actions taken by each side. 
